Here I discuss the major pitfalls and the most severe mistakes of the above mentioned paper. The thorough analysis shows that despite all the claims the present work has nothing to do with the thermalization process in relativistic heavy ion collisions. In contrast to the authors' beliefs I show that their main result is not derived, but is a combination of mathematical mistakes and hand waving arguments. 25.75.Nq 
is T = β −1 (for a detailed discussion see [9, 10] ). It seems that the authors of this work do not know that the microcanonical ensemble allows one to define the microcanonical temperature T mce via the derivative of the entropy S mce with respect to the total energy E tot in a standard way as T −1 mce = ∂Smce ∂Etot V,N [9, 10] . If they applied such a formula to the microcanonical density of states, it would not be necessary to write the wrong and meaningless discussion given in Sect. 3.4 (see below) . Moreover, the authors do not understand that to elucidate the temperature of the system of colliding particles one has to analyze the microcanonical density of states, since in the canonical ensemble the outer thermostat forces system to adopt its temperature. The Laplace transform to the canonical ensemble is an auxiliary mathematical trick to simplify the calculation of the original microcanonical partition with the constraints (the conservation laws in this work). After the constraints are evaluated in the canonical ensemble, one has to perform the inverse Laplace transform to the original ensemble and analyze it. Some general results on the both Laplace transforms in the semiinfinite or finite interval can be found in Refs. [11] and [12] , respectively. I am sure that these references would be very useful to the authors of [5] , since they do not know that in the right hand side of the inverse Laplace transform there must be an additional factor 1 2πi , which is missing in their Eqs. (52), (53) and in the discussion presented between Eqs. (51) and (53) (see Sect. 3.4.) . This mistake was extremely surprising to me since one of the authors of Ref. [5] was present at many of seminars of mine where the results of works [11] and [12] just devoted to various applications of the Laplace transform technique were discussed in great details! Furthermore, the authors of [5] claim that they derived the nonequilibrium momentum distribution function. The same statement is repeated in their subsequent work [13] . As was shown above none of the distributions listed in Ref. [5] , was actually derived. Moreover, by claiming this the authors clearly indicate an absence of any knowledge of great amount of works devoted to studies of different aspects of nonequilibration phenomena occurring in relativistic high energy nuclear collisions. The authors of Ref. [5] implicitly mean that the 'derived' nonequilibrium momentum distribution function has some correction to the Boltzmann momentum distribution of relativistic particles of ideal gas. Note, however, that more realistic interaction between relativistic particles (reltivistic hard-core repulsion) leads to a far more complicated momentum distribution [14] than the Boltzmann one and this fact has nothing to do with the collision of two relativistic nuclei, but is an inherent property of the equation of state of hadronic matter. Thus, accounting for realistic interaction between hadrons one obtains the modification of the Boltzmann momentum distribution. It is also well known that the non-Boltzmann momentum distribution of the secondary hadrons formed in the high energy nuclear collisions can be a consequences of a complicated collective motion of particles [15] which have the Boltzmann distribution in their local rest frame, but are measured by detector in a lab. frame. In addition, the conditions of a kinetic freeze-out process of the secondaries also affect their momentum spectra [16, 17, 18, 19, 4] and this modifies the Boltzmann distribution of particles in the fluid elements freezing out at the time-like freeze-out hypersurfaces [17, 18] .
From the discussion above it is evident, if the authors of [5] applied the standard thermodynamic relation to the microcanonical density of states obtained from the canonical one after the inverse Laplace transform over β with exp[βE tot ], then they would get the result independent of the Laplace transformation parameter β = T −1 . Hence I conclude that the main result of the present paper does not correspond to the collisions of heavy ions at all, but it represents the mixing of two (directed to each other) slow flows of small hard balls in a box. The box and balls are in a thermal contact with an external thermostat while the interaction with the box's walls is neglected. Thus, the present work does not corresponds to its title and to the claims written in its introduction. Moreover, it scientific value seems to be negative.
As explained above, the MIM does not account for particle production and, hence, it cannot be used to relativistic nuclear collisions. Nevertheless, without any explaining remark the authors apply their analysis to the ideal (Boltzmann) gas of pions at ultrarelativistic energies per particle (up to 800 MeV). However, besides other mistakes, this implies that the heavy ions consist of free pions.
All this is not surprising because, in contrast to the MIM, in high energy nuclear collisions a thermalization occurs not only due to elastic scattering of the particles, but also and mainly due to production of new (sorts of) particles [20, 3] which automatically increases the local particle density in a system which, in its turn, essentially enhances the reaction rate leading to a thermalization. Since such a production of particles is not and cannot be accounted within the framework of the present work, its output is unphysical.
Also I have to stress a very sloppy style of presentation and its mentor tone which are in a tremendous dissonance with the trivial mistakes and pitfalls of this work. Thus, one hand the present authors pretend on a solving a fundamental problem, but on the other hand they are not careful with their definitions, approximations and even wording. After I read a few paragraphs and did not find any word of what kind of statistics is used, I was not already surprised by such pearls as "the confinement of the momentum space" or "the nonnormalized distribution" (see the sentence after Eq. (10)) and so on.
In summary, the most original part of present work is a collection of primitive mistakes which have nothing to do with the thermalization problem in heavy ion collisions.
